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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including tlie fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
12/08/2008 has been entered. 

Remark 

2. Claims 1-2 and 4-13 are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
malting and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-2 and 4-10 and 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 



Application/Control Number: Page 3 

10/825,919 

Art Unit: 1795 

As amended, claims 1 , 10 and 12-13 recite tlie limitations "inject electrolytic 
solution that has been dropped between the center and the opened portion into said 
electrolytic solution container" in lines 7-9, and "the electrolytic solution traveling through 
the opened portion into the electrolytic solution container by the operation of centrifugal 
force" in lines 9-1 1 . There is no support for these limitations in the originally filed 
disclosure. Applicant's specification only describes the electrolytic solution is dropped to 
the opened portion of the electrolytic solution containing vessel as seen in last 
paragraph of page 5 in Applicant's specification, or the first paragraph of page 17. There 
is nothing in the specification describing the exact location such as between the center 
and the opened portion. Similarly, Applicant's specification describes the centrifugal 
force is applied in such a manner that at least a force in the direction from the opened 
portion toward the inside of the electrolytic solution containing vessel is exerted on the 
electrolytic solution as in last paragraph of page 5. There is nothing indicating the 
electrolytic solution traveling through the opened portion into the electrolytic solution 
container by the operation of centrifugal force. "Dropped to the opened portion of the 
electrolytic solution containing vessel" is not the same as "dropped between the center 
and the opened portion into said electrolytic solution container." 

As amended, claims 10-13 recite the limitations "dropping electrolytic solution to 
a location between the center and the opening of the electrolytic solution container while 
rotating said turntable about said center" in lines 8-10, and "the electrolytic solution 
traveling through the opening into the electrolytic solution container by operation of 
centrifugal force." Again, there is no support for these limitations in the originally filed 
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disclosure. Tliere is notliing in Applicant's specification indicating the location of 
dropping the electrolytic solution, dropping the solution while rotating the turntable, or 
the electrolytic solution traveling through the opening into the electrolytic solution 
container by operation of centrifugal force. 

To satisfy the written description requirement, a patent specification must 
describe the claimed invention in sufficient detail that one skilled in the art can 
reasonably conclude that the inventor had possession of the claimed invention. See, 
e.g., Moba, B.V. v. Diamond Automation, Inc., 325 F.3d 1306, 1319, 66 USPQ2d 1429, 
1438 (Fed. Cir. 2003); Vas-Catti, Inc. v. Mahurkar, 935 F.2d at 1563, 19 USPQ2d at 
1116. The fact that arguing "dropped to one end portion 4a of the electrolytic solution 
container and the container is secured to the turntable" is the same to "dropped 
between the center and the opening of the vessel while the turntable is rotated" does 
not demonstrate the inventor had possession of such invention at the time the 
application was filed, because the languages are clearly describing two different 
methods. Obviousness is not the standard of support under 35 U.S.C. 112, 1®' 
paragraph. 

Claims 2, 4-9 are rejected on the same ground. 

Double Patenting 

5. Claim 12 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate of 
claim 1 1 . When two claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in 
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content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is 
proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of 
the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the Invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

6. Claims 1-2 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Park (US Patent 5730192) 

Regarding claims 1 and 13, as seen in Figures 4-10, Park teaches a method of 
injecting an electrolytic solution (70) into an electrolytic solution containing vessel (or 
battery case 60) of which a portion (the upper portion of the battery case 60 for injecting 
the electrolytic solution) is opened, wherein the injection is conducted by utilizing a 
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centrifugal force. (See col. 2 line 62 to col. 4 line 29; col. 6 line 12 to col. 8 line 40). Park 
also teaches injecting the electrolytic solution (70) to the opened portion of the 
electrolytic solution containing vessel (60) by filling port (220); fixing the electrolytic 
solution containing vessel on a turntable (body 230) rotatable about a predetermined 
center so that the opened portion is directed toward the center (as seen in Figures 6 
and 9 as the filling port 220 facing the center); and rotating the turntable about the 
center, to thereby inject said electrolytic solution into the electrolytic solution containing 
vessel (60). (See col. 2 line 62 to col. 4 line 29; col. 6 line 12 to col. 8 line 40). Since 
Park teaches utilizing centrifugal force and the filling port 220 facing the center of the 
turntable (as seen in Figures 6 and 10), wherein the electrolyte feeding apparatus (240) 
injects electrolyte by way of the filling port (as seen in Figures 5, 8 and 10); therefore it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to recognize that Park teaches rotating 
the turntable about the center (as shown by the arrow in Figures 6 and 9), and the 
apparatus of Park injects the electrolytic solution that has been dropped between the 
center and the opened portion into the electrolytic solution container (such as battery 
case 60) while rotating the turntable about the center, and the electrolytic solution 
traveling through the opened portion into the electrolytic container by the operation of 
centrifugal force. 

Regarding claim 2, as seen in Figures 4-10, Park further describes the steps of 
dropping the electrolytic solution (70) to the opened portion (the upper portion of the 
battery case 60 as seen in Figure 10) of the electrolytic solution containing vessel (60); 
and applying the centrifugal force in such a manner that at least a force in the direction 
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from the opened portion toward tlie inside of the electrolytic solution containing vessel is 
exerted on the electrolytic solution. (See col. 2 line 62 to col. 4 line 29; col. 6 line 12 to 
col. 8 line 40) 

7. Claims 4-6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Park in view of either Yamanal<a et al. (US Application Publication 20010004901) 
or Mikoshiba et al. (US Patent 6384321) 

Park teaches a method of injecting an electrolytic solution into an electrolytic 
solution containing vessel as described in claim 1 . 

The difference between Park and the instant claims is the requirements of the 
electrolytic solution containing vessel such as having rectangular in shape; an internal 
size in one direction of a section of the electrolytic solution containing vessel is in the 
ranges of 1 to 200 ^m, 10 to 200 ^m, and 20 to 150 ^m. 

With respect to claims 4-6 and 9, as seen in Figures 1-4 and 9-10, Yamanaka et 
al. teaches a solar cell battery with a rectangular compartment bordered by a glass frit 7 
and electrodes 4 and 8, wherein the height of the compartment, or an internal size in 
one direction of a section of the electrolytic solution containing vessel, is found to be 
2.1-70 i^m by adding the diameter of 2-20 fxm of the glass beads 9 and the thickness of 
0.1-50 |um of the semiconductor layer 5. (See paragraphs 0039, 0077 and 0088-0096) 

With respect to claim 9, Mikoshiba et al. also teaches the container have 
rectangular shape (See Figure 1) 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary sl<ill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Park by using a electrolytic solution 
containing vessel with a shape and an internal size as taught by Yamanaka et al. or 
rectangular container as taught by Mikoshiba et al., because a simple substitution of 
one known element (Park's battery case) for another (Yamanaka et al's rectangular 
electrolytic solution containing vessel or compartment) would achieve the predictable 
result of injecting electrolytic solution into an electrolytic solution containing vessel. 

8. Claims 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Park 
in view of McEwen et al. (US Patent 5965054). 

Park teaches a method of injecting an electrolytic solution into an electrolytic 
solution containing vessel as described in claim 1 . 

Park does not teach the viscosity of the electrolytic solution being not more than 
20 or 10 cp. 

McEwen et al. teaches an electrolytic solution used in batteries, photovoltaic 
devices having viscosity of 0.59 cP. (See col. 5 lines 18-26), wherein the viscosity of the 
solution is mainly the viscosity of the solvent (See table 1). McEwen et al. al also 
teaches the viscosity can be lowered by adding low viscosity agents (See col. 3 lines 
11-17). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the electrolytic solution taught by McEwen et al. in the 
method of Park, because McEwen et al. teaches this electrolytic solution would be 
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useful in electrical storage device such as batteries or photovoltaic devices by providing 
a high conductivity. (See the Summary of McEwen et al.)- 

9. Claims 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Park in view of Yamanaka et al. (US Application Publication 20010004901). 

Regarding claims 10-12, Park teaches a method of injecting an electrolytic 
solution (70) into an electrolytic solution containing vessel (or battery case 60) of which 
a portion (the upper portion of the battery case 60 for injecting the electrolytic solution) 
is opened, wherein the method is conducted by rotating body (230) to utilize a 
centrifugal force. (See col. 2 line 62 to col. 4 line 29; col. 6 line 12 to col. 8 line 40). Park 
also teaches injecting the electrolytic solution (70) to the opened portion of the 
electrolytic solution containing vessel (60) by filling port (220); fixing the electrolytic 
solution containing vessel on a turntable (body 230) rotatable about a predetermined 
center so that the opened portion is directed toward the center (as seen in Figures 6 
and 9 as the filling port 220 facing the center); and rotating the turntable about the 
center, to thereby inject said electrolytic solution into the electrolytic solution containing 
vessel (60). (See col. 2 line 62 to col. 4 line 29; col. 6 line 12 to col. 8 line 40). Since 
Park teaches utilizing centrifugal force and the filling port 220 facing the center of the 
turntable (as seen in Figures 6 and 10), wherein the electrolyte feeding apparatus (240) 
injects electrolyte by way of the filling port 220 (as seen in Figures 5, 8 and 10); 
therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to recognize that Park 
teaches rotating the turntable about the center (as shown by the arrow in Figures 6 and 
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9), the apparatus of Park injects tlie electrolytic solution into the electrolytic vessel 
container (such as battery case 60) by dropping electrolytic solution (from the feeding 
apparatus) to a location between the center and the opening (or filling port 220) of the 
electrolytic solution container while rotating the turntable about the center, and the 
electrolytic solution traveling through the opening into the electrolytic solution container 
by operation of centrifugal force. 

The difference between Park and the instant claims is that the method is for wet- 
type photoelectric conversion device and the electrolytic solution is injected into a space 
between a semiconductor electrode with a dye and a counter electrode. 

Yamanaka et al. teaches a method of manufacturing a rectangular wet-type 
photoelectric conversion device (or solar cell), wherein an electrolytic solution (or a 
redox electrolyte) is injected into a space (6) between a semiconductor electrode (5) 
comprising a dye and a counter electrode (8) opposed to the semiconductor electrode. 
(See Figures 1-6, 9-12; paragraphs 0087-0140) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Park by substituting the battery case with 
an electrolytic solution containing vessel having a shape and an internal size as taught 
by Yamanaka et al., because a simple substitution of one known element (Park's 
battery case) for another (Yamanaka et al's rectangular electrolytic solution containing 
vessel or compartment) would achieve the predictable result of injecting electrolytic 
solution into an electrolytic solution containing vessel. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 12/8/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that none of the references teaches the use of centrifugal force. 
However, Applicant's argument is not deemed to be persuasive. Park teaches utilizing 
centrifugal force throughout the reference (See Background of Invention, See Summary 
of the Invention, and col. 7 lines 23-27) 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to THANH-TRUC TRINH whose telephone number is 
(571)272-6594. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nam Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-1342. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: Page 12 

10/825,919 

Art Unit: 1795 

Information regarding tlie status of an application may be obtained from tlie 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Nam X Nguyen/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1753 
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